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This chapter describes how Weir’s (2005; further elaborated in Taylor (Ed) 2011) socio-
cognitive framework for validating speaking tests guided two a priori validation studies of 
the speaking component of the Test of English for Academic Purposes (TEAP) in Japan. In 
this chapter, we particularly reflect upon the academic achievements of Professor Cyril J 
Weir, in terms of: 
• the effectiveness and value of the socio-cognitive framework underpinning the 

development of the TEAP Speaking Test while gathering empirical evidence of the 
construct underlying a speaking test for the target context 

• his contribution to developing early career researchers and extending language testing 
expertise in the TEAP development team. 

 
 

Introduction 
 
The Test of English for Academic Purpose (TEAP) is a new admissions test for Japanese 
colleges and universities, whose administration with all four skills papers (i.e. Reading, 
Listening, Writing and Speaking) commenced in 2014. It is designed to measure the English 
language proficiency of Japanese upper-secondary school students intending to study at 
Japanese colleges and universities. Since its full launch in 2014, the number of test takers has 
increased rapidly year by year, and is predicted to be more than 30,000 in the 2019–2020 
academic year (Eiken Foundation no date). In the 2017–2018 academic year, TEAP was 
delivered in 20 locations nationally and recognised by 120 universities (Eiken Foundation 
2018). TEAP was from its outset intended to prove an innovative example of how to answer 
calls for the reform of Japan’s English language education system (Dunlea, Fouts, Joyce and 
Nakamura 2019, Green 2014). With the promotion of four-skills tests in university entrance 
exams at the centre of government reform policy initiatives, it has the potential to make an 
important contribution to this debate.  

TEAP was a collaborative test development project that involved three partners: 1) 
Eiken Foundation of Japan, t 

he largest English examination board in Japan which administers the EIKEN English 
proficiency tests to over 2 million test takers a year, 2) Sophia University, one of the leading 
private universities in Japan, and 3) the Centre for Research in English Language Learning and 
Assessment (CRELLA) at the University of Bedfordshire in the UK, which provided specialist 
assistance to the project. The initial development of the receptive skills components was 
undertaken by the Japan-based partners, and the Reading and Listening Test specifications 
were later refined and formalised by Taylor (2014) from CRELLA. The Japan-based partners 
had appropriate expertise and long experience in test development, particularly through the 
EIKEN suite of tests. These tests, however, had developed through a long interaction with the 
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local educational community, and thus reflected established approaches in the context of Japan. 
TEAP was intended to introduce new approaches, particularly in relation to productive skills, 
that would contribute to the reform of the entrance exam system (see Dunlea et al 2019 for a 
discussion of design decisions for TEAP that were innovative for the local context). This was 
an important factor in the decision to look outward to external, international expertise, and the 
TEAP Writing Test development project was initiated in 2009, led by Professor Cyril J Weir 
from CRELLA (Weir 2014). The TEAP Speaking Test development project built on this 
collaboration, and began in 2010, going through several research phases before its first 
administration in 2014.  

This chapter draws heavily on Nakatsuhara’s (2014) project report which detailed the 
first two a priori validation studies of the TEAP Speaking Test and were guided by Weir’s 
(2005) socio-cognitive validation framework. Given the long-term aim of TEAP to foster a 
positive impact on English education in Japan, including on the processes and systems for high-
stakes speaking test development (Green 2014, Dunlea et al 2019), the socio-cognitive 
framework offered a very useful model of test development while gathering empirical evidence 
of the construct underlying a speaking test for the target context. In this chapter we have chosen 
to describe in some detail the validation research that underpinned the TEAP Speaking Test for 
several reasons. First, we believe it testifies to the effectiveness and practical value of the socio-
cognitive framework approach to test development and validation which Cyril was so 
instrumental in developing and promoting over many years. Secondly, it demonstrates the 
practical value of such an accessible and transparent approach when working in an international 
partnership within what may be a complex socio-political, educational and cultural context. 
Finally, we also reflect from a personal perspective upon Cyril’s contribution to developing 
early career researchers and extending language testing expertise in the TEAP development 
team. The first two points – the contribution of the socio-cognitive framework to the 
development of TEAP, and its particular usefulness knitting together both international and 
local perspectives – will be clarified throughout the discussion of the studies underpinning 
TEAP Speaking described below. Along with the research narrative, our personal reflections 
on Cyril’s contribution will be offered at relevant stages of the project. 
 
Reflections on Cyril’s contribution  
 
First of all, it is worth noting the critical role that Cyril played in facilitating the relationships 
and project implementation that made these studies possible. The testing of speaking, as 
described further below, posed the greatest challenge in the development of a four-skills test in 
the context of Japan, and the Japan-based partners had been discussing how best to go about 
the development of the TEAP Speaking Test. Working with international partners for the 
Writing test was a major change in approach, and would not have extended to the Speaking 
component if the collaboration with CRELLA on TEAP Writing had not been successful. Cyril 
played a crucial role in establishing confidence and trust amongst the partners in the efficacy 
of inviting a foreign expert to lead on the academic design of a local speaking test. This 
extended beyond the substantive contribution of both the socio-cognitive model and Cyril’s 
own extensive experience in test development. His personal style and leadership in building an 
atmosphere of mutual respect and confidence was invaluable.  

The Japan-based partners were now open to continuing the international collaboration 
to address TEAP Speaking, and it was at this time that Cyril introduced to Eiken the first author 
of this chapter, at that time his junior colleague. Nakatsuhara had just completed her PhD on 
the use of speaking assessment with Japanese upper-secondary school students. Cyril mediated 
an initial meeting at the 32nd Language Testing Research Colloquium (LTRC) in Cambridge 
with the second author, at that time the Chief Researcher for Eiken. Cyril had the foresight to 



3 
 

see that Nakatsuhara would not only bring the international expertise that CRELLA was being 
asked to provide, she would also bring understanding of the local context and the motivation 
to contribute to positive change in a university entrance exam system through which she herself 
had passed. Cyril’s confidence in Nakatsuhara’s ability to lead on the Speaking test 
development was integral to gaining the support of the other partners to allocate this important 
role to a new researcher, building and working within the framework of collaboration already 
established with Cyril for the TEAP Writing development. 

As will be elaborated in the remaining sections of this chapter, the TEAP Speaking 
project went through several research phases before its first administration in 2014, and it 
turned out to be a very fruitful and successful collaboration, from which all partners learned 
from each other, worked hard for the shared goal of developing such a speaking test that could 
contribute to improving the English education system in Japan, while making every possible 
effort to strike the most optimal balance between the best practice in speaking assessment and 
various practical constraints in the local context.  

 
 

Background to the studies: Designing the TEAP Speaking Test 
 
Sasaki’s (2008) summary of the 150-year history of English language education and 
assessments in Japan highlights that greater emphasis is now placed on the teaching of speaking 
skills as practical communication abilities. The current course of study for upper-secondary 
schools (MEXT 2009) encourages the use of communicative speaking activities in the 
classroom. Innovations also include the obligatory status of a speaking component as a part of 
university admissions tests (Dunlea et al 2019). Nevertheless, despite these recent innovations, 
practical information on how to assess students’ speaking abilities was not made sufficiently 
accessible to classroom teachers. Furthermore, it was left to local and international examination 
boards to develop and propose their speaking tests to be approved for the use as university 
entrance tests. As such, a significant gap remained between policy goals and changes to actual 
practice on the ground. The TEAP project, therefore, had from the outset placed importance on 
creating positive washback (see Green 2014 and Dunlea et al 2019, for a comprehensive 
overview of the impact intended for TEAP), and the TEAP development team strongly hoped 
that the introduction of a standardised TEAP Speaking Test with transparent test specifications 
could help to promote the testing of speaking abilities in Japan, and to provide a transparent 
model for designing a speaking test suitable for the local context. 

To achieve the long-term goal, a number of sources were carefully considered to inform 
draft test specifications of the TEAP Speaking Test, which we will briefly describe below. 
 
MEXT guidelines  
 
An initial background review was conducted by the Eiken project team. It examined the new 
curriculum guidelines for upper-secondary schools (MEXT 2009), regarding the types of 
compulsory and optional English modules, and language use situations and language functions 
to be focused on in these modules. This review provided valuable information for 
understanding trends in the Japanese education sector relevant to TEAP.  
 
Socio-cognitive framework and literature review  
 
From the outset of the project, Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive framework was selected to be 
used as a test development and validation framework for TEAP due to its enhanced practicality 
for test developers and its great transparency for test users. O’Sullivan and Weir (2011:20) 
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describe the framework as ‘the first systematic attempt to incorporate the social, cognitive and 
evaluative (scoring) dimensions of language use into test development and validation.’ The 
framework consists of five validity components: cognitive, context, scoring, consequential and 
criterion-related validity, and it represents a unified approach to gathering validation evidence 
for developing and validating tests. Weir (2005) provides initial versions of the framework 
adapted for each of the four skills, and the framework for speaking has been applied and refined 
in Taylor (Ed) (2011). It is particularly valuable that the framework highlights the significance 
of providing evidence for cognitive and context validity during the initial test development 
stage (Taylor 2011:25–28). Dunlea (2015) furthers this concept of a priori validation by noting 
that all of the validity evidence categories are likely to be called upon in an integrated, iterative 
process of development, with some receiving more or less prominence depending on the 
purpose of data collection at each stage of development. Following Dunlea’s (2015) 
reconceptualisation, all validity components played a role in the development of TEAP 
Speaking, with the main focus being cognitive, context and scoring validity.  

As part of the first preparatory work undertaken prior to drafting test specifications and 
deciding on speaking test formats, Nakatsuhara (2010) provided a review of the assessment 
literature on speaking ability and of available speaking practices using the socio-cognitive 
validation framework. The review touched upon different aspects of validity while referring to 
how they relate to the target Japanese context and what critical questions the TEAP 
development team should be addressing in applying this framework to the development of the 
TEAP Speaking Test. The framework was instrumental in systematically organising the latest 
speaking assessment theories and research, comprehensively presenting various practices 
which reflect different speaking constructs, and synthesising the body of speaking assessment 
research and practice in an accessible and useful manner to the project team. 

 
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)  
 
The initial review also incorporated relevant CEFR descriptors (Council of Europe 2001) 
wherever appropriate. The CEFR played a central role in the whole TEAP project as a source 
for identifying criterial features of the different ability levels to be targeted by different test 
tasks. The CEFR descriptors were also useful starting points for developing the necessarily 
more specific descriptors needed for use in rating scales. It was felt that bringing the CEFR 
into the test design from the beginning would facilitate stakeholders’ understanding of the test 
scores and task requirements. It should also be useful to report scores not only as scale scores 
but in bands which can indicate to test takers their approximate level in terms of some external 
criterion, and the CEFR offered possibilities here. While the CEFR had been gaining traction 
for some time in Japan and other Asian countries as a useful framework to help set educational 
attainment goals and inform assessment reform, there were of course arguments for and against 
introducing an external ‘international’ framework into the local context of Japan. It is beyond 
the scope of this chapter to give a detailed overview of this debate, but it is worth noting that 
the decision to use the CEFR from the outset in the design of TEAP was informed by emerging 
empirical and conceptual research publications in the local context (e.g. Dunlea 2015, Dunlea 
and Figueras 2012, Dunlea et al 2019). 

Following the decision made for TEAP Writing, it was decided that the TEAP Speaking 
Test should also be able to provide useful feedback to students at the A2 level of proficiency, 
as this is one of the benchmark levels of ability recommended by MEXT, and one that is 
probably closer to reality for a large number of upper-secondary school students. In this way, 
the TEAP programme from the outset placed the typical test takers at the centre of the test 
design, both in terms of what can realistically be expected of upper-secondary school students 
and providing useful feedback. At the same time, in order to look forward to the more 
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demanding target language use (TLU) domain of the academic learning and teaching context 
of Japanese universities, it was decided that the test should contain tasks capable of 
discriminating between students at B1 level and the more advanced B2 level appropriate to the 
TEAP TLU domain, and be able to provide useful feedback for students at this more advanced 
level of ability. 

 
Needs analysis  
 
Given the role of TEAP as a university entrance examination and the importance of the test to 
reflect the TLU domain, it was considered critical for the test specifications to be informed by 
the language functions that upper-secondary school teachers wish their students to master by 
the end of upper-secondary education and that university teachers consider to be significant for 
a student to be successful in first-year undergraduate classes. 

The former was carried out via a questionnaire survey with 172 upper-secondary school 
teachers using O’Sullivan, Weir and Saville’s (2002) function checklist (Nakatsuhara 2010). 
The latter was conducted through a questionnaire survey with 24 English teachers at Sophia 
University who were teaching first-year students at the time of the data collection. Both surveys 
utilised a comparable function checklist based on O’Sullivan et al (2002) with a list of over 20 
functions sub-divided into informational functions (e.g. providing personal information, 
expressing opinions, justifying opinions), interactional functions (e.g. agreeing, asking for 
information, negotiating meaning) and managing interaction functions (e.g. initiating 
interaction, changing topics). Findings from both surveys are summarised in Nakatsuhara 
(2014). 

Needs analysis had long been advocated as an essential component for test development 
(Weir 1983; see also Chapter 1, this volume). While the project timeline did not allow larger-
scale needs analysis surveys, the findings offered valuable sources on which to base the 
selection of task types, in the attempt to make the test appropriate to the local context.  
 
Iterative discussions among the project partners  
 
Based on the above sources, an early version of the test specifications structured according to 
the socio-cognitive framework was drafted, while close communication was maintained among 
the project team via email and video-conferencing. A one-day face-to-face meeting was then 
held in March 2011, which included the key project staff members from all three project 
partners to fully agree on each point of the specifications. The points extensively discussed 
included: 
• TLU domain 
• ability levels targeted 
• rating criteria and score reporting 
• interlocutors’ and raters’ roles and training 
• preparation of the test handbook 
• test structure and timing 
• sample tasks 
• contextual factors needing special attention for each task 
• cognitive demands needing special attention for each task  
• the role of the CEFR and its relevant scales and descriptors.  
 
When discussing the types of task, consideration was given to the cognitive demands that each 
task would make on test takers. Following Field’s (2011) model of grading cognitive demands 
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of speaking tasks, the development team paid attention to cognitive demands in relation to 
conceptualisation and grammatical encoding.  

The degree of cognitive demand for conceptualisation was manipulated under two 
parameters: provision of ideas and integrating utterances into a discourse framework, while 
that for grammatical encoding was specified in the form of language functions to be performed 
by test takers (Field 2011). The results of the language function surveys were used in 
conjunction with this discussion to make an informed decision regarding task formats. 
Although some project members were initially keen to include paired or group oral formats to 
elicit richer interactional and managing interaction functions, it was agreed that a role-play 
task, where test takers ask questions to and maintain communication with the examiner, would 
be more appropriate. The decision reflected the survey findings that highlighted the importance 
of the ability to ask for information and opinions. This was considered an innovative feature of 
the test with potential for fostering positive washback by giving test takers the role of leading 
the interaction rather than just responding to the examiner. 

By the end of the one-day discussion, the development team had agreed on a draft test 
structure, illustrated in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Test structure* 

Part Task  
(Level) 

Time Cognitive demands: 
Grammatical 
encoding 

Cognitive 
demands: 
Conceptualisati
on 

Example topics 

1 Interview 
(A2– 
Lower B1) 

2 mins Providing specific 
personal information 
at different temporal 
frames (present, past, 
future) 

a) ideas 
Low 
b) discourse 
framework (I-C) 
Low 

Study, languages, career, 
upper-secondary school 
life, university life 

2 Role play 
(B1) 
 

2 mins 
 

Initiating interaction 
Asking for 
information/opinions 
Commenting 

a) ideas 
Low 
b) discourse 
framework (C-I) 
High  

Interviewing an upper-
secondary school teacher, 
interviewing a university 
student who has been back 
from study abroad 

3 Monologue  
(B1–B2) 

2 mins 
(inc. 30 
secs for 
prep) 

Agreeing/disagreeing 
Justifying opinions 
Elaborating 

a) ideas 
Mid 
b) discourse 
framework (C) 
Mid-High 

A topic related to the one 
discussed in Part 2 

4 Extended 
interview  
(B2) 

4 mins Expressing opinions 
Justifying opinions 
Comparing  
Speculating  
Elaborating 

a) ideas 
High 
b) discourse 
framework (I-C) 
High 

Two subject areas that are 
more topical and abstract 
than those in the previous 
parts. e.g. means of 
transportation, festivals, 
health, studying and 
travelling abroad, education 
system 

 
*‘Discourse framework’ in column 5 refers to the way in which interaction is organised. ‘(I-C)’ and ‘(C-I)’ 
indicate interlocutor-candidate interactions led by the interlocutor and by the candidate, respectively. ‘(C)’ 
indicates a monologic talk by the candidate. See Field (2011) for more information. 
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Reflections on Cyril’s contribution  
 
Building upon the successful collaboration model of TEAP Writing that Cyril had already 
established with the Japan-based partners, the distance and face-to-face communications for 
TEAP Speaking went very smoothly and productively. While the three partners played 
complementary roles in the project and CRELLA was in charge of taking the academic lead in 
the TEAP productive skills projects, Cyril was always keen to listen to the local partners’ needs 
and ideas, he never trivialised others’ opinions, and he was exceptionally good at making all 
project members feel valued in their contributions. The TEAP Speaking project built on this 
spirit of open discussion, enabling all project members to feel a sense of ownership of the 
project. Everyone’s ideas were treated as equally important and fully discussed in light of the 
shared goal of developing a speaking test which has a sound theoretical foundation, and which 
would foster positive washback in the English educational system in Japan. The project team 
also carefully examined the logically complex nature of speaking assessment and how best 
available resources can be utilised, since the socio-cognitive framework placed great 
importance on bridging theories and practice, reflecting Cyril’s belief that a validation 
framework has to be useful to the practitioners who have to work with all sorts of practical 
constraints and limited resources. 
 
Focus group discussions and a mini trial  
 
Once the task types and the rating categories were agreed, it was time to draft the rating scales. 
Given the vital role of the CEFR in designing the TEAP test, the CEFR descriptors from the 
most relevant scales were used as the criterion benchmarks from which TLU-specific 
descriptors for TEAP Speaking were developed. This was done with the explicit intention of 
building the CEFR into the rating scales and test design for the purposes of reporting the results 
to test takers. In addition, other established rating scales such as the Cambridge ESOL Common 
Scale for Speaking (Galaczi, ffrench, Hubbard and Green 2011), and those developed for 
Japanese learners of English for the Standard Speaking Test (SST) (ALC 2006) and Kanda 
English Proficiency Test (KEPT) (Bonk and Ockey 2003) also informed the rating scales 
development.  

An early draft version of the rating scales was then discussed in a focus group within 
each of the project partners individually followed by a larger focus group among all three 
partners. These discussions were also informed by video recordings gathered in a mini-trial test 
with three first-year university students who were at approximately A2, B1 and B2 levels. The 
discussions were repeated several times until they reached an agreed version. The draft scales 
contained five analytical categories (Grammatical range and accuracy, Lexical range and 
accuracy, Fluency, Pronunciation, and Interactional effectiveness), each of which had four 
levels (0=below A2, 1=A2, 2=B1 and 3=B2).  

As described thus far, the development of draft specifications for the TEAP Speaking 
Test was informed by various sources. With the draft specifications, two a priori validation 
studies were carried out in July 2011 (Study 1) and December 2011 (Study 2). 
 
 

A priori validation studies 
 
Weir (2005) asserted that establishing validity evidence should start at the before-the-test event 
stage, and the socio-cognitive framework was designed to guide how this can be achieved 
systematically. The studies presented here did so in two stages. Study 1 examined how well 
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the draft test materials and rating scales operationalised the test construct in terms of certain 
aspects of context validity (which also gave some indication of the cognitive demands placed 
on the test takers) and scoring validity. Study 2 then investigated how well the test functioned 
in terms of scoring validity after incorporating the modifications suggested by Study 1. Due to 
space limitations, we will report only selected parts of the two studies (for a full range of 
research questions, methodology and findings, see Nakatsuhara 2014). 
 
 

Research questions 
 
Research questions (RQs) addressed through Studies 1 and 2 were: 
RQ1: To what extent does the test elicit intended language functions in each task? (Study 1) 
RQ2: Is there any evidence from test-takers’ output language that validates the descriptors used 
to define the levels on each rating scale? (Study 1) 
RQ3: What are the participating interlocutors’, raters’ and students’ perceptions of the testing 
procedures? (Study 1) 
RQ4: How well does the test function in terms of scoring validity, after incorporating 
modifications suggested in Study 1? (Study 2) 
 
 

Methodology 
 

Participants  
 
Study 1: The first study involved 23 university students, three trained interlocutors and three 
trained raters. The 23 students were recruited from different English classes at Sophia 
University, to cover a wide range of proficiency levels. They were first-year students, who had 
spent only three months at Sophia University at the time of the data collection. The three 
interlocutors were English teachers at Sophia University, who attended an interlocutor training 
session prior to the test event. It was considered that the profiles of the three interlocutors would 
reflect those of prospective interlocutors in the operational TEAP Speaking Test. The three 
raters were selected by Eiken. All raters were experienced teachers at Japanese universities but 
with different levels of experience as raters in standardised speaking tests. They all attended a 
rater training session prior to the test.  
Study 2: A total of 120 third-year upper-secondary school students were recruited to take part 
in the second study. Five interlocutors were involved, of whom four were English teachers at 
Sofia University, and one was a trained and experienced rater for the EIKEN Speaking tests. 
Six raters participated in Study 2, who were all native speakers of English. They were fairly 
experienced teachers at Japanese universities and/or lower-secondary and upper-secondary 
schools, as well as being experienced raters in standardised speaking tests.  
 
Data collection  
 
Study 1: During the Study 1 data collection, the three trained interlocutors interviewed 23 test 
takers, but they did not assign marks to test takers’ live performances. After completing their 
test sessions, they were asked to fill in a feedback questionnaire about different aspects of the 
interlocutor frame and interviewing procedures. Similarly, students also completed a feedback 
questionnaire about their test taking experience immediately after their participation. All 
performances were video-recorded, and all 23 recorded performances were rated by the three 



9 
 

trained raters using the draft rating scales described earlier. Their feedback was also gathered 
by a post-rating questionnaire.  
Study 2: The 120 students were interviewed by five interlocutors using modified test materials 
based on Study 1 findings. All speaking test sessions were video-recorded, and the six raters 
independently rated 60 video-recorded performances each. The rating followed a matrix to 
ensure sufficient overlap to enable the analysis of the data with multi-faceted Rasch analysis. 
 
Data analysis  
 
In preparation for the language function and micro-linguistic analysis described below, all 
Study 1 video recordings were transcribed using a simplified version of Conversation Analysis 
(CA) notation (Atkinson and Heritage 1984). CA transcription allowed for examining micro-
analytic features of interaction between the examiner and the test taker.  
 
Language function analysis (RQ1)  
 
The transcripts were firstly analysed for the coverage of language functions elicited in each 
task. O’Sullivan et al’s (2002) function checklist was slightly modified for use with the given 
data. While the checklist was originally developed for analysing language functions elicited in 
paired speaking tasks of Cambridge English exams, the potential to apply the list to other 
speaking tests such as the IELTS Speaking Test (Brooks 2003) and the Graded Examinations 
in Spoken English (GESE) (Nakatsuhara 2018) has been explored. Since the list draws on 
Bygate’s (1987) speaking model, the applicability of the checklist is not limited to any 
particular types of L2 test takers’ speech, and was also useful to examine a range of language 
functions elicited in the TEAP Speaking Test.  

This was the same list used for the language function surveys with educators at Japanese 
upper-secondary schools and Sophia University, which informed our selection of the task 
formats in the test. Therefore, the use of this checklist in this validation study enabled us to 
directly compare language functions specified in the test specifications reflecting the survey 
results with functions that are actually elicited from target test takers. 
 
Linguistic and discourse analysis of students’ speech samples (RQ2)  
 
This analysis aimed at examining whether test takers’ output language validates the descriptors 
used to define the levels on each rating scale. Previous studies have employed this approach to 
rating scale validation, including Brown (2006), and Iwashita, Brown, McNamara and 
O’Hagan (2008). A variety of linguistic measures were selected to reflect the features of 
performance relevant to the test construct defined within the draft analytical rating scales, so 
as to investigate whether these measures differ in relation to the proficiency levels of the test 
takers assessed using the rating scales. The transcripts were coded for these features by a 
research assistant. As with transcription, an interactive consensus approach to coding was taken. 
The project member who oversaw the data preparation reviewed several complete transcripts 
after they had been coded, and any differences in interpretation were resolved through 
discussion between the research assistant, the consultant and the project member overseeing 
the data preparation. 

Three trained raters rated the 23 students’ video-recorded test sessions, using the draft 
TEAP Speaking rating scales that consist of the following five categories: a) Grammatical 
range and accuracy, b) Lexical range and accuracy, c) Fluency, d) Pronunciation, and e) 
Interactional effectiveness. Since it is crucial that speech samples selected for the analysis are 
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reliable representatives of a particular level of each analytical category, the test scores were 
first analysed using multi-faceted Rasch analysis.  

Once the score analysis had confirmed the satisfactory and consistent ratings of the 
three raters, the video-recorded speech samples and their transcripts were analysed for the 
linguistic characteristics illustrated in Table 2. These linguistic features were selected to reflect 
elements of performance covered in the draft rating scale descriptors, except for the last three 
measures for the amount of talk. The linguistic features were analysed to investigate the extent 
to which each of these features differs between adjacent levels of the rating scales. Since not 
all measures were relevant for all parts of the test, appropriate parts were selected for different 
analyses. For detailed explanation of how each of the characteristics was selected and measured, 
see Nakatsuhara (2014).  

 
Table 2: Linguistic measures 

Corresponding rating 
category 

Focus Measure Parts of the test 
applied 

a. Grammatical range 
and accuracy  

Complexity Ratio of subordinate clauses to AS-
units 

1, 2, 3, 4 

Number of words per AS-unit 1, 2, 3, 4 
Accuracy Percentage of error-free AS-units 1, 2, 3, 4 

b. Lexical range and 
accuracy 

Range Lexical frequency coverage (K1 + 
K2 + off-list words) 

1, 2, 3, 4 

Academic Word List coverage 1, 2, 3, 4 
Accuracy* - - 

c. Fluency Hesitation –  Number of unfilled pauses 
(utterance initial) per 50 words 

1, 2, 3, 4 

Total pause time as a percentage of 
speaking time 

3 

Disfluency Ratio of repair, false starts, and 
repetition to AS-units 

1, 2, 3, 4 

Temporal Speech rate in Part 3 3 
Articulation rate in Part 3 3 

d. Pronunciation L1 influence Number of words pronounced with 
noticeable L1 influence (katakana-
like) as percentage of total words 
produced 

1, 2, 3, 4 

e. Interactional 
effectiveness 

Length of 
response 

Average words per response 1, 4 

Number of 
extra 
questions  

Number of separate questions 
asked that were not on required list 
in Part 2 

2 

Back-
channelling 
and comments 

Number of instances of back-
channelling and comments in Part 
2 

2 

f. Others – the amount 
of talk 

Length of long 
turn 

Total number of words produced in 
Part 3 

3 

Total 
production 

Total amount of production across 
all parts of the test, measured in 
words 

1, 2, 3, 4 

Total number of AS-units 
produced across all parts of the test 

1, 2, 3, 4 

* Lexical accuracy was not measured in this analysis, as it was deemed impossible to reliably identify word choice errors. 
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Questionnaire analysis (RQ3)  
 
Students’, interlocutors’ and raters’ responses to feedback questionnaires were analysed using 
descriptive statistics. All question items were accompanied with comment boxes where the 
respondents could elaborate on their dichotomous or Likert-scale responses. Comments 
provided for each question were used to interpret and elaborate on the statistical findings. The 
feedback questionnaire given to students included questions regarding clarity of the task 
instructions, appropriacy of the speaking time duration, appropriacy of topics and task types, 
and comfort of physical testing conditions. Questions explored with the interlocutor 
questionnaire included appropriacy of time allocation, task prompts, main and follow-up 
questions, and easiness of time management and test administration procedures. The rater 
questionnaire explored questions such as clarity and usefulness of the rating scale, quality of 
the video recordings, quantity of ratable language elicited, and their rating processes.  
 
Score analysis (RQ4)  
 
Of the 120 students recruited, 113 students’ scores were analysed due to seven absences on the 
day of testing. Multi-faceted Rasch analysis was carried out using the FACETS program 
(Linacre 2011) for three major facets for the score variance in this study: examinees, raters and 
rating categories. The Partial Credit Model was used for the analysis. 
 
Reflections on Cyril’s contribution  
 
The overall framework of Studies 1 and 2 of the TEAP Speaking project described so far had 
a deal of synergy with the TEAP Writing project, while specific research methods within each 
study were informed by relevant research literature to suit the construct that was targeted in 
TEAP Speaking or Writing respectively. Throughout the TEAP Writing and Speaking projects, 
a close dialogue was maintained across the two parallel projects. The spirit of open discussion 
that was noted earlier was pertinent not only across the project partners but also between the 
two external consultants. Throughout the TEAP Speaking project, Cyril generously guided 
Nakatsuhara, for whom this was the first large-scale international research consultancy, 
advising her on all aspects of project management, successful consultancy and international 
collaboration. With his support, the TEAP Speaking project progressed smoothly, and by the 
time Study 2 was designed, the progress of the TEAP Speaking project had caught up with that 
of the Writing project, enabling the project team to carry out Study 2 of the parallel projects 
with the same participants. Cyril prioritised soliciting ideas and information from the project 
partners as equal collaborators, and in addition created an atmosphere at CRELLA which 
valued the advice and suggestions of all, including junior colleagues. This project was no 
exception. Cyril approved of the way in which Nakatsuhara had designed Study 2 of the TEAP 
Speaking project, and he decided to adopt a similar design in Study 2 of the Witting project. 
 
 

Analysis and results 
 
Language functions  
 
Table 3 shows the target language functions in each task and average number of turns in which 
each function was produced per participant across the four parts of the test. Functions with an 
average realisation rate of 0.7 turns or above per test taker are in bold, based on the project 
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team’s agreement on the threshold for identifying the main functions elicited in the test (i.e. a 
function being elicited from 70% or more test takers). 
 
Table 3: Language functions targeted and elicited across the four parts of the test  

 Part 1 Part 2 Part 3 Part 4 
Target Mean Target Mean Target Mean Target Mean 

Informational functions 
giving personal info (present)  1.70  0.00  0.00  1.04 
giving personal info (past)  2.30  0.04  0.17  0.39 
giving personal info (future)  1.74  0.13  0.00  0.04 
expressing 
opinions/preferences 

 4.52  0.00  0.04  5.09 

elaborating  2.52  0.00  0.74  2.17 
justifying opinions  0.65  0.00  1.74  3.35 
comparing  0.00  0.00  0.00  2.30 
speculating  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.87 
staging  0.00  0.22  0.04  0.00 
describing a sequence of 
events 

 0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 

suggesting  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04 
Interactional functions 
agreeing  0.00  0.00  0.96  0.13 
disagreeing  0.00  0.00   0.17  0.09 
modifying  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
asking for opinions  0.00  1.87  0.00  0.00 
asking for info  0.22  3.87  0.00  0.04 
commenting  0.00  1.70  0.00  0.09 
asking for permission  0.04  0.83  0.00  0.00 
greeting  2.04  0.83  0.00  0.39 
thanking  0.78  1.30  1.09  2.48 
Negotiating meaning  
     - check understanding 

 0.43  0.39  0.09  0.74 

     - indicate understanding  0.04  1.00  0.04  0.17 
     - asking for clarification  0.17  0.09  0.00  0.74 
     - correcting others   0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
     - respond to a clarification 

request 
 0.00  0.17  0.04  0.04 

Managing interaction functions 
initiating  0.00  1.00  0.00  0.00 
changing  0.00  0.04  0.00  0.00 
reciprocating  0.22  2.22  0.04  0.00 

 
The analysis demonstrated that there were clear differences between the four parts in their 
capability of eliciting different types of function.  

As intended in the test specifications, Part 1 of the test (interview) mainly elicited 
informational functions such as giving personal information in different temporal frames, 
expressing opinions/preferences, elaborating, as well as some interactional functions like 
greeting and thanking.  

In contrast, language functions elicited in Part 2 (role-play) were characterised more as 
interactional, such as asking for opinions, asking for information, commenting, asking for 
permission, greeting, thanking, and negotiating meaning (indicating understanding). The 
elicitation of language functions to manage interaction, like initiating interaction and 
reciprocating, was also noticeable. An example excerpt of asking for information (line 2) and 
commenting (line 4) is shown in Excerpt 1. 



13 
 

 
Excerpt 1: asking for information and commenting in Part 21 

1 S2-1: Ah. (0.8) And uh (1.1) do you have (.) problem in the class?  
2  E: Yes, students get sleepy [in the afternoon. ((laughs)) 
3 S2-1:                                    [Ah. 
4  S2-1: I- I always (0.4) sleep in the afternoon  

 
Part 3 of the test (monologue) elicited a limited number of language functions. However, 

language to agree/disagree and to justify opinions expected from the task requirement was 
successfully observed.  

Part 4 of the test (extended interview) elicited a number of informational functions, 
such as giving personal information (present), expressing opinions/preferences, elaborating, 
justifying opinions, comparing and speculating. Test-takers also negotiated meaning (checking 
understanding/asking for clarification), and thanked the interviewer, both of which are 
interactional functions.  

The data confirm that the types of function observed in each part are congruent with 
the goals of each part, fully covering the functions described in the draft test specifications. It 
was also encouraging to find evidence that targeted language functions were not only elicited 
but were also elicited in ways that the test designers intended (for example transcripts, see 
Nakatsuhara 2014). This indicates that the intended constructs of the four tasks are 
appropriately operationalised. The analysis however suggested minor modifications to the 
interlocutor frame regarding rephrasing some questions in Part 1, limiting interviewers’ 
response tokens in Part 3 to non-verbal ones, and standardising the wording to round off the 
Part 4 interaction. 
 
Linguistic and discourse features  
 
Due to space limitations, we will exemplify only selected measures for the validation of the 
draft ‘Fluency’ rating scale (for all analyses of the measures included in Table 2, see 
Nakatsuhara 2014).  

Key assessment features specified in the draft Fluency scale were hesitation, disfluency 
features such as reformulation, and speed of speech. After reviewing the literature on 
measuring fluency (e.g. Kormos and Dénes 2004, Inoue 2013, Iwashita et al 2008, Tavakoli 
and Foster 2008, Wigglesworth and Elder 2010), it was decided to use two measures for 
hesitation, one measure for disfluency, and two measures for speed fluency. Of the five 
measures, we now present findings from one hesitation measure, one disfluency measure and 
one speed measure. 

One of the measures for hesitation was the number of unfilled pauses per 50 words in 
all four parts. It was measured by the number of pauses of 0.3 seconds or longer which occurred 
after an examinee had begun speaking, divided by the number of words and multiplied by 50.  

Disfluency was measured by the total number of features coded as instances of repair, 
false starts or repetition divided by the number of AS-units across the four parts. To do so, 
these disfluency features were firstly coded on the transcripts manually. Previous studies have 
used different formulations for disfluency analysis (e.g. Iwashita et al 2008), but the present 
study used the ratio to AS-units, as it was considered to represent more accurately the extent to 
which repair (dis)fluency would affect the message conveyed by the test takers. 

 
1 Transcription symbols (a) Unfilled pauses or gaps: Periods of silence. Micro-pauses (less than 0.3 seconds) are 
shown as (.); longer pauses appear as a time within parentheses. (b) Dash - : cut-off. (c) Open bracket [ : Beginning 
of overlapping utterances.  
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For one of the speed measures, articulation rate was calculated, which was computed 
by the total number of syllables divided by the total duration of pure speech time. The measure 
was applied only to Part 3. This is because in interactional parts of the test (Parts 1, 2 and 4), it 
is not possible or desirable to determine the ownership of unfilled pauses between turns; that 
is, both conversants (i.e. interviewer and test taker) are responsible for such pauses unless the 
previous speaker nominates the next speaker.  Table 4 and Figures 1 to 3 show the results of 
the selected three measures. 
 
Table 4: Selected fluency measures across the three proficiency levels 

Focus Measure Parts 
applied 

Level N Min Max Mean SD 

Hesitation Number of 
unfilled pauses 
per 50 words 

1, 2, 3, 4 Level 1 
(A2) 

7 13.95 32.32 22.44 5.71 

Level 2 
(B1) 

11 9.91 24.83 17.44 4.44 

Level 3 
(B2) 

5 6.69 18.02 10.89 4.23 

Disfluency Ratio of repair, 
false starts, and 
repetition to AS-
units 

1, 2, 3, 4 Level 1 
(A2) 

7 0.86 2.19 1.43 0.53 

Level 2 
(B1) 

11 0.61 2.22 1.27 0.52 

Level 3 
(B2) 

5 0.53 1.08 0.80 0.19 

Speed Articulation rate 3 Level 1 
(A2) 

7 1.18 3.13 2.32 0.62 

Level 2 
(B1) 

11 2.15 3.23 2.88 0.35 

Level 3 
(B2) 

5 2.63 3.32 3.02 0.27 

 
Figure 1: Number of unfilled pauses/50 
words (all parts) 

Figure 2: Ratio of repair, false starts, and 
repetition to AS-units (all parts) 

  
Figure 3: Articulation rate (Part 3)  
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The means of the three groups on all fluency measures varied in accordance with the rating 
scores that test takers obtained. In terms of hesitation, the number of unfilled pauses by Level 
3 test takers was on average 10.89, while Level 2 test takers had 17.44 pauses and Level 1 test 
takers 22.44 pauses.  

The ratio of disfluency features to AS-units clearly increased as the fluency scores 
decreased; Level 3 test takers showed on average one disfluency feature in four out of five AS-
units (0.80), while Level 2 test takers had 1.27 features per AS-unit and Level 1 test takers had 
1.43 features per AS-unit. 

As for speed fluency, across the three proficiency levels, articulation rate in Part 3 
changed in the expected direction. Level 3 test takers on average articulated 3.02 syllables per 
second, Level 2 test takers articulated 2.88 syllables, and Level 1 test takers articulated 2.32 
syllables.  

As such, we quantified linguistic and discourse features of test taker output that are 
related to key assessment features specified in the draft analytical rating scales: grammatical 
range and accuracy, lexical range and accuracy, fluency, pronunciation, and interactional 
effectiveness. In general, all examined features of test taker output varied according to the 
assessed proficiency level (Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3). All measures broadly exhibited 
changes in the expected direction across the three levels, providing the evidence that the rating 
scales are differentiating test takers’ performance in a way congruent with the test designers’ 
intention.  

However, for a few measures, the difference between two adjacent levels was not as 
expected. For example, performances on the two adjacent levels were almost identical, or the 
differences between levels were greater at one boundary than the other. This result is in 
accordance with previous research (e.g. Brown 2006, Pollitt and Murray 1996), indicating that 
specific aspects of performance are probably more relevant to differentiate particular levels. 
This finding is worth following up to better understand the nature of test taker performance in 
the TEAP test. We should also bear in mind that it is necessary to replicate this study with a 
larger dataset, as the small sample size of the study did not allow for inferential statistics. 
Nevertheless, this study still offered useful a priori validity evidence early on to examine the 
extent to which the test developers’ intentions were being operationalised, and to determine 
desirable modifications. Such information was intended to inform refinement of the 
specifications and scales before larger-scale piloting in Study 2.  
 
Feedback 

 
Selected responses to the student, interlocutor and rater questionnaires are reported below. 
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Student feedback  
It is encouraging that 95.7% of the students found all test instructions clear and that 73.9% 
found all interviewer questions clear.  

While the Part 2 role-play task is a new test task type in the Japanese context, 73.9% 
found it comfortable to attempt the Part 2 task, while some students wanted to have more 
freedom in thinking about their own questions (‘I would have felt more comfortable if I had 
been asking my own questions only, rather than following a given list of questions’). 95.7% 
thought that the task reflected their real-life language use situations. Their comments included: 
‘In English classes, we often have to ask questions to native speaker teachers in English, and it 
is in fact very important to be able to ask questions in English’.  

The length of preparation time in Part 3 was recognised as appropriate by 73.9% of the 
students, and 78.3% and 91.3% thought the topics were relevant for the third-year upper-
secondary school students in Part 3 and Part 4, respectively. 

The physical distance between the interviewer and the test taker was perceived as 
appropriate by 95.7%. It seems that students had split opinions about the beep sound of the 
timer– 60.9% thought that having the sound was good, but 39.1% disagreed with having the 
sound because ‘the timer sound made me nervous, and instead the interviewer can just let the 
test taker know that the time is over’. Finally, it was very encouraging to find that none of the 
students thought that video-recording distracted their attention during the speaking test. 
 
Interlocutor feedback  
All three interlocutors in general felt the task timings, instructions, questions and general test 
administration were appropriate. There were some suggestions for improvement and comments 
on each question, such as: 
• the question sequence should be more natural in the Part 1 interview  
• the Part 2 role-play instructions should be clearer 
• the use of a timer needs practising   
• it is inevitable to deviate from the interlocutor frame in minor ways and the use of body 

language and back-channelling should be clarified.   
 
Rater feedback  
It seems that raters had some difficulties when they actually applied the scales to test taker 
performance. The ‘Interactional effectiveness’ category was perceived as the most difficult to 
use, receiving comments such as ‘too long and confusing’, and ‘[Fluency and Interactional 
effectiveness categories] are very hard to rate, as they are the result of a holistic impression’.  

Two of the three raters needed to watch the video samples more than once to rate them 
but just to check part of the performance. It was generally encouraging that all three raters felt 
that the format provided a sufficient sample of language to distinguish between the intended 
levels. The rating process that the three raters followed varied. Two raters had similar 
processes; ‘Hypothesis tested for each category during each part of the test. Made final decision 
at end’. By contrast, one had a fixed order in rating: ‘Pronunciation, Lexis, Grammar, Fluency 
and finally Interactional effectiveness’. 

As described so far, Study 1 investigated various aspects of the context and scoring 
validity of the TEAP Speaking Test to gather information on the extent to which the test 
materials and rating scales operationalised the test construct described in the draft test 
specifications. Based on the findings, several modifications were made to the test materials. 
They include: rephrasing one of the Part 1 questions, standardising interviewer behaviour in 
Parts 3 and 4, and adjusting the wording of descriptors in the Interactional effectiveness scale. 
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Using the modified test materials, Study 2 was carried out to examine the scoring validity of 
the test. 
 
 
Test scores 

 
Figure 4 shows the overview of the results of the multi-faceted Rasch analysis, plotting 
estimates of examinee ability, examiner harshness and rating scale difficulty. 
 
Figure 4: Overall Facets map (Study 2)  

 
 
Examinees 
 
The test discriminated well between examinees. The fixed (all same) Chi-square test was 
statistically significant (χ²(112)=2094.9, p<.005). The separation index was 4.00, and the 
examinees were able to be separated into 5.67 statistically separate strata. The reliability was 
0.94. The ability to separate the examinees into statistically distinct strata is important for the 
TEAP test since it is used for entrance purposes to discriminate between students of different 
ability levels. 

For fit analysis, we followed Wright and Linacre’s (1994) suggestion that infit mean 
square values in the range of 0.5 to 1.5 are ‘productive for measurement’. Of the 113 students 
analysed, three students were identified as misfitting. The percentage of misfitting students in 
the dataset was 2.7%, almost satisfying McNamara’s (1996:178) expectation that any test 
development should aim at having misfitting students at or below 2%.   
 
Raters 
 
Fit statistics on raters showed quite good fit of the six raters, indicating that they performed 
with a satisfactory degree of consistency. However, it was found that the six raters differed in 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chi_(letter)
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terms of severity, and these differences were statistically significant (χ²(5)=398.2, p<.005). 
While the severity range was rather small for four out of the six raters, the difference between 
the harshest rater (i.e. Rater 1) and the most lenient rater (i.e. Rater 2) was 0.81 of a band. We 
suggested that these two raters should be retrained. 
 
Rating categories 
 
None of the rating criteria was misfitting. This was an encouraging result, as this indicates that 
the assumption of unidimensionality holds for this data (Bonk and Ockey 2003). This means 
that the separate analytic rating scales seem to be contributing to a common construct of 
‘speaking ability’. This is vital for the TEAP Speaking Test, which aims to provide a composite 
score by summing scores across the separate analytic scales. 

While the analysis showed that the five rating categories exhibited significantly 
different degrees of difficulty (χ²(4)=114.8, p<.005), examination of probability curves for each 
category (see Figures 5 and 6 for two examples) demonstrated that the scale steps of all rating 
categories progressed in the order as designed, with each step being progressively more 
difficult than the lower step on the scale.  
 

Figure 5: Grammatical range and accuracy scale Figure 6: Interactional effectiveness scale 

  
 
 

 

Discussion and conclusions 
 
As already noted, it was beyond the scope of this chapter to provide a detailed description of 
all aspects of the TEAP Speaking Test development project (For a detailed description of the 
two a priori validation studies, see Nakatsuhara 2014). Our purpose was to highlight through 
an illustrative example how Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive framework provided accessible, 
theory-driven guidance for designing a speaking test appropriate for the high-stakes context of 
university entrance in Japan. As noted in Dunlea (2015), the evidence categories in the 
framework can be related to the six aspects of validity described in Messick (1996), and so 
provide the necessary evidence to ‘touch all the bases’ required to provide a robust justification 
for test use and interpretation that Messick ascribed to his model. Drawing on the framework, 
the developers were able to collect and integrate evidence in order both to give the test 
developers confidence they were travelling in the right direction, and to provide evidence to 
satisfy local stakeholders as well as international standards of best practice.   

The iterative nature of the studies described highlight the importance of test developers 
being open to change and adaptation. The a priori validation studies described here did not just 
set out to confirm an initial design, but instead were intended to, and did, lead to refinement 
and improvements. The process underscored the importance and value of undertaking a priori, 
principled validation studies as a part of test development. At the same time, that iterative 
process also showed that the distinction made in the original 2005 framework of particular 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chi_(letter)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chi_(letter)
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types of evidence into a priori or a posteriori phases did not hold in practice. All types of 
evidence were indeed relevant, but to different degrees in these a priori studies, as the 
developers built up a comprehensive picture of how the test worked in practice, and how that 
related to the original test design. The studies described here also highlighted the importance 
of giving contextual and cognitive aspects of the framework a central place at the very 
beginning of the design phase.    

It is worth reiterating the closing comments of Nakatsuhara (2014:75) that ‘the project 
offers a model for collecting different types of a priori validity evidence during the 
development stage of a speaking test.’ Throughout the process, a balance was sought between 
practicality, local stakeholder needs and international best practice. It is not just the test that 
was offered as such a model, but the collaborative, iterative process of development and the 
theory that underpinned it.   
 
 

Personal reflections 
 

In addition to Cyril’s contribution in providing the theoretically sound and practically useful 
validation framework which laid a solid foundation for the TEAP Speaking Test, we would 
like to conclude this chapter by reiterating personal reflections of him in relation to this project.  
 
I joined CRELLA at the University of Bedfordshire led by Cyril (see Chapter 8, this volume) 
soon after I had completed a PhD. As noted earlier, this was the first large-scale research 
consultancy that I carried out in my carrier. Nevertheless, Cyril had confidence in me 
conducting this important project, and generously provided guidance throughout the course of 
the project. He was always available to offer his support whenever I had any academic and 
practical questions. He taught me a great deal about how best we can develop and validate tests, 
bridge theory and practice, manage a large-scale project and collaborate successfully with 
international partners. I learned that creating the atmosphere where every single project 
member can freely share their ideas and is willing to learn from each other is one of the most 
critical parameters of successful collaboration. I always admired him for being so humble to 
listen to his junior colleagues and other researchers and practitioners, despite him being such a 
well-known expert in the field. He was always there to help his colleagues, and he cared about 
his junior colleagues’ careers more than they did for themselves. It is one of the many lessons 
he taught us that senior researchers should guide and help raise early career researchers for the 
future of the language testing field. (Fumiyo Nakatsuhara) 
 
A defining memory of my experience of working with Cyril on this and other projects was the 
generosity of professional spirit he showed. He was committed to leaving behind not just a test 
or a validation study, but also the capability in the team members themselves to replicate, and 
indeed change, the methods he had introduced. Cyril approached the projects with an open 
mind and flexibility, and a willingness not only to adapt to the local needs which he was at 
pains to understand, but to learn from them and take away something new himself. This 
approach made complex theory accessible to those of us still developing our professional 
knowledge and skills. A colleague and key TEAP project member noted that theory sometimes 
comes with a bad reputation for those tasked with the hands-on job of making something work 
in practice. The framework and the attitude and support that Cyril brought to the project put 
theory at the beginning, middle, and end of the process, but that theory worked and made a 
very difficult goal achievable and the results defensible. As noted above, the collaboration with 
CRELLA was a new approach for the Eiken team. This was an experiment not without risk for 
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such an important and high-profile project. Cyril’s international reputation encouraged the 
partners to make the decision to take that risk. His considerable experience, the strength of the 
socio-cognitive framework, and his approach to test development helped ensure the positive 
outcomes of the collaboration, and evaluation of it by the Japan-based partners. But reiterating 
the theme that we have touched on throughout our reflections, it was very much his personal 
values and respect for the ideas and well-being of all members of whatever project he engaged 
with that cemented the success of this international collaboration, which grew out of the 
Writing project and led to the studies described here. I suspect that Cyril would have been 
disappointed if he felt that he was not learning anything new from us, rather than just 
disseminating his already considerable expertise. But it is that, not always common, attitude 
which brought out the best from all of those of us lucky enough to have worked with him, and 
indeed in the studies we have described in this chapter. (Jamie Dunlea) 
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